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1. This action is responsive to the amendment and remarks filed on October 08, 2004. 

2. Claims 1-24 are presented for examination. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. code not included in this office action can be 
found in a prior office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-1 1 and 15-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pettus, U.S. Patent 5,832,219 (hereinafter Pettus) in view of Chernick et al, U.S. Patent 
6,718,399 (hereinafter Chernick). 



6. 



Pettus was cited in the last office action. 
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7. As per claim 1 , Pettus taught the invention substantially as claimed for managing client- 
server communications in a network device (col. 5, lines 1-4), comprising: 

providing the network device with server components and configuring the server 
components to implement a functionality set (fig. 9; col. 12, lines 2-9; col. 20, lines 35- 
39); 

providing the server components with an interface method (col. 12, lines 2-16); 
providing a client component with references to the interface method (col. 9, lines 49-58; 
col. 12, lines 34-60); and 

processing client component requests by invoking the interface method on the server 
component via the references to the interface method (col: 9, lines 49-58; col. 12, lines 
10-16). 

8. Pettus did not teach communication via a message queue. Chernick taught a similar 
system comprising: 

sending client component requests to server components via a message queue (col. 1 , 
lines 54-60; col. 4,line 43-col. 5, line 21). 

9. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Pettus and Chernick because Chernick' s system 
of communication via a message queue would increase the data integrity of Pettus' s system by 
avoiding a message tot be sent to a server object more than once, message for a busy object may 
be held in a queue and retrieved by the destination object. Thus the first version of the message 
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is therefore the only one that can be processed, substantially enhancing data integrity (col. 3, 
lines 4-15). 

10. As per claim 5, Pettus taught the invention substantially as claimed for network device 
subsystem operations, comprising: 

implementing a first component in the network device, the first component having 
functions and function pointers corresponding to the functions (fig. 9; col. 12, lines 2-9; 
col. 20, lines 35-39); 

implementing a second component in the network device, the second component having 
references to the function pointers in the first component (col. 12, lines 34-60); 
receiving a request from the second component for a function in the first component via a 
corresponding reference to the function pointer (col. 9, lines 49-58; col. 12, lines 10-16); 
and 

generating a response from the first component to provide the requested function to the 
second component (col. 9, lines 49-58; col. 12, lines 10-20). 

1 1 . Pettus did not teach communication via a message queue. Chernick taught a similar 
system wherein client component sends requests to server components via a message queue (col. 
1, lines 54-60; col. 4,line 43-col. 5, line 21). 
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12. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Pettus and Chernick because Chernick's system 
of communication via a message queue would increase the data integrity of Pettus 5 s system by 
avoiding a message tot be sent to a server object more than once, message for a busy object may 
be held in a queue and retrieved by the destination object. Thus the first version of the message 
is therefore the only one that can be processed, substantially enhancing data integrity (col. 3, 
lines 4-15). 

13. As per claim 15, Pettus taught the invention substantially as claimed comprising: 

a server component configured with a plurality of functions and function pointers for the 
plurality of functions (col. 11, lines 64-col. 12, lines 9; col. 20, lines 35-39); 
a client component configured with references to the function pointers (col. 12, lines 34- 
60); and 

an interface manager configured to receive requests for functions from the client 
component and to invoke the requested functions from the server component via the 
function pointers (col. 11, lines 64-col. 12, lines 20). 

14. Pettus did not teach communication via a message queue. Chernick taught a similar 
system wherein client component sends requests to server components via a message queue (col. 
1, lines 54-60; col. 4,line 43-col. 5, line 21). 
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15. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Pettus and Chernick because Chernick's system 
of communication via a message queue would increase the data integrity of Pettus' s system by 
avoiding a message tot be sent to a server object more than once, message for a busy object may 
be held in a queue and retrieved by the destination object. Thus the first version of the message 
is therefore the only one that can be processed, substantially enhancing data integrity (col. 3, 
lines 4-15). 

16. As per claims 2, 6 and 18, Pettus and Chernick taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1, 5 and 15 above. Pettus further taught wherein configuring server 
components with functionality and providing the interface method comprises providing a table of 
pointers for the functions (fig. 9; col 12, lines 2-9; col. 20, lines 35-39). 

17. As per claims 3, 7-8 and 19, Pettus and Chernick taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 2, 6 and 18 above. Pettus further taught wherein providing a client component 
with references to the interface method comprising providing references to the table of pointers 
(col. 12, lines 2-44; col. 13, lines 11-18). 

18. As per claims 4, 9 and 16-17, Pettus and Chernick taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 3, 8 and 15 above. Pettus further taught wherein processing client component 
requests comprises generating requests from the client component for functions from the server 
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components by referencing the table of pointers for the requested functions and generating 
responses from the server component to provide the functions requested through the table of 
pointers (col. 9, lines 49-58; col. 11, lines 64-col. 12, lines 20; col. 12, lines 34-44). 

19. As per claims 10 and 20, Pettus taught the invention substantially as claimed for a data- 
over-cable network having a plurality of network stations (col. 1, lines 30-43), comprising: 

providing a plurality of components in the network station, each of the plurality of 
components having a functionality set and a table of pointers for the functionality set 
(col. 1 1, lines 64-col. 12, lines 9; col. 20, lines 35-39); 

providing a station manager having references to the tables of pointers in the plurality of 
components (col. 12, lines 34-60; col. 13, lines 11-18); 

providing an interface manager for communication with the plurality of components and 
the station manager (fig. 9; col. 9, lines 49-58; col. 12, lines 10-20); and 
processing station manager requests for functionality from the plurality of components 
through the interface manager via the references to the tables of pointers (col. 11, lines 
64-col 12, lines 16). 

20. Pettus did not teach communication via a message queue. Chernick taught a similar 
system wherein client component sends requests to server components via a message queue (col. 
1, lines 54-60; col. 4,line 43-col. 5, line 21). 
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21 . It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Pettus and Chernick because Chernick's system 
of communication via a message queue would increase the data integrity of Pettus 5 s system by 
avoiding a message tot be sent to a server object more than once, message for a busy object may 
be held in a queue and retrieved by the destination object. Thus the first version of the message 
is therefore the only one that can be processed, substantially enhancing data integrity (col. 3, 
lines 4-15). 

22. As per claims 1 1 and 21, Pettus and Chernick taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 10 and 20 above. Pettus further taught wherein processing station manager 
requests comprising: 

generating requests at the station manager for functionality through the references tables 
of pointers and sending the requests for functionality to the interface manager (col. 13, 
lines 11-19); and 

receiving the requests for functionality at the interface manager and invoking the 
functionality from the requested functionality sets via the table of pointers (col. 1 1, lines 
64-coL 12, lines 16). 

23. Claims 14 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pettus 
and Chernick in view of "Official Notice". 
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24. As per claims 14 and 24, Pettus and Chernick taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 1 and 20 above. Pettus and Chernick did not specifically teach storing data 
referenced by the pointers are stored in a shared memory area. However, Pettus taught the 
network station has unit including a ROM, a RAM and a secondary storage unit (fig. 5; col. col. 
6, lines 64-col. 7, lines 6). "Official Notice" is taken that the concept of storing data in a shared 
memory area is well known and accepted in the art. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to store data referenced by the 
pointers in a shared memory area such as RAM because by doing so would allowed shared 
access to the data referenced by the pointers to satisfy the requests for functionality. 

25. Claims 12 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pettus 
and Chernick in view of Lomet et al, U.S. Patent 6,182,086 (hereinafter Lomet). 

26. Lomet was cited in the last office action. 

27. As per claims 12 and 22, Pettus and Chernick taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 1 and 20 above. Pettus and Chernick did not specifically detailing the order 
of processing the requests. Lomet taught wherein the requests for functionality are processed 
serially by the interface manager (col. 8, lines 34-40). 

28. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Pettus, Chernick and Lomet because Lomet' s 
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means of processing would increased the reliability of Pettus's and Chernick's systems by 
avoiding unpredictable results cause by reversing the serialization order of the requests (col. 8, 
lines 34-39). 

29. Claims 13 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pettus, 
Chernick in view of Harchol-Balter et al, U.S. Patent 6,223,205 (hereinafter Harchol-Balter). 

30. Harchol-Balter was cited in the last office action. 

31. As per claims 13 and 23, Pettus and Chernick taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 1 and 20 above. Pettus and Chernick did not specifically detailing the order 
of processing the requests. Harchol-Balter taught wherein the requests for functionality are 
processed by the interface manager on a first-come first-served basis (col. 11, lines 46-52). 

32. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Pettus, Chernick and Harchol-Balter because 
Harchol-Balter 5 s means of processing would increased the fairness of Pettus's and Chernick's 
systems by allowing interface manager to process the requests from plurality of processors for 
functionality in the order which the requests are received. 
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33. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 5, 10-13 and 20-23, filed 10/08/04, have 
been fully considered but are not deemed to be persuasive and are moot in view of the new 
grounds of rejection. 

34. In the remark applicant argued that 

(1) Pettus fail to teach communication via a message queue as recited 
in claims 1,5, 10 and 15. 

(2) Pettus does not teach a plurality of components in a network 
station and the invention are directed to multiple components residing on 
one host. 

(3) Lomet's teaching does not address the problem solved by the 
present invention. 

(4) Harchol-Balter's teaching does not address the problem solved by 
the present invention. 

35. In respond to point (1), Pettus did not teach communication via a message queue. 
Chernick taught a similar system wherein client component sends requests to server components 
via a message queue (col. 1, lines 54-60; col. 4,line 43-col. 5, line 21). 

36. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Pettus and Chernick because Chernick' s system 
of communication via a message queue would increase the data integrity of Pettus' s system by 
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avoiding a message tot be sent to a server object more than once, message for a busy object may 
be held in a queue and retrieved by the destination object. Thus the first version of the message 
is therefore the only one that can be processed, substantially enhancing data integrity (col. 3, 
lines 4-15). 

37. In respond to point (2), as per claims 1 1 and 21, Pettus taught wherein processing station 
manager requests comprising: 

generating requests at the station manager for functionality through the references tables 
of pointers and sending the requests for functionality to the interface manager (col. 13, 
lines 11-19); and 

receiving the requests for functionality at the interface manager and invoking the 
functionality from the requested functionality sets via the table of pointers (col. 1 1, lines 
64-col. 12, lines 16). 

38. Pettus 5 s invention is directed to a plurality of components in a network station (i.e. fig. 7, 
components in a server node) (col. 12, lines 4-20). Pettus further taught the request can be 
generated by local client object and serviced by the local service object (i.e. objects can be 
generated and serviced by objects locally or within a server node) (col. 5, lines 9-12), 

39. In respond to points (3) and (4), In response to applicant's argument that Lomet and 
Harchol-Balter does not address the problem solved by the present invention, the fact that 
applicant has recognized another advantage which would flow naturally from following the 
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suggestion of the prior art cannot be the basis for patentability when the differences would 
otherwise be obvious. See Ex parte Obiaya, 227 USPQ 58, 60 (Bd. Pat App, & Inter, 1985).] 

40. A shortened statutory period for reply to this Office action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. 

41. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Philip C Lee whose telephone number is (571)272-3967. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM TO 5:30 PM Monday to Thursday and every other 
Friday. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571)272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703)746-7239: Any inquiry of 
a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be directed to 
the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)350-6121. 



PL. 




J0HM F0LLAMSSEE 
IFgpSOHY PATEMT E3CAMIKER 



